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Sir: 



This is a response to the Restriction Requirement mailed March 8, 2002, in 
connection with the captioned application. Enclosed is a Petition for a one-month extension 
of time with the requisite fee, to extend the time to respond to May 8, 2002. Should such a 
request or any fee be deficient or absent, consider this paragraph such a request and 
authorization to charge the appropriate fee under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.16 to 1.18 to Account No. 
19-0741. 



In response to the requirement for election, appUcants hereby elect Group I, claims 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 7, with traverse . In regard to the restriction between Groups I and VI, 
applicants respectfully disagree with the examiner's rationale for requiring restriction 
between a therapeutic composition comprising at least one naked anti-granulocyte antibody 
(Group I) and a therapeutic composition for treating CML comprising two naked anti- 
granulocyte antibodies (Group II). It is believed that the subject matter of the claims of 
Groups I and VI are sufficiently related to be examined together. In fact, the groups 
overlap in that a search for at least one anti-granulocyte antibody necessarily includes the 
same search necessary for two naked anti-granulocytes. As such, examination of both 
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groups would not place an undue burden on the examiner. MPEP 803 recites that if "the 
search and examination of an entire application can be made without serious burden, the 
examiner must examine it on the merits, even though it includes claims to distinct or 
independent inventions." In line with this statement Groups I and VI should be rejoined. 

In regard to the election between Group I and Groups II, III, IV, and V, we 
respectfully disagree with the examiner and affirm that the subject matter of the claims of 
Groups I, II, III, IV and V are sufficiently related to be examined together. While the 
groups may contain patentably distinct claims, the naked antibody of Group I is related to 
Groups II, III, IV, and V in that the antibody is utilized in conjunction with therapies and 
treatments. Examination of the naked antibody of Group I in combination with therapies 
and treatments of Groups II, III, IV, and V would not place an undue burden on the 
examiner. 

In line with the aforementioned, the applicants respectfully request that Groups 11, 
III, IV, V, and VI be rejoined with Group I. Applicants, of course, reserve the right to file 
divisional applications covering the subject matter of the non-elected claims and to rejoin 
commensurate method of use and process claims pursuant to the Ochiai/Brouwer 
Guidelines. Receipt of the initial Office Action on the merits is awaited. 



Respectfully submitted. 



May 8. 2002 
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